Abstract Thirty years ago, Philip Kotler drafted the modern marketing constitution and most would agree that it has served the discipline well. A generation on from Kotler's conceptual charter, however, our rainbow coalition is in a state of disarray. Marketing is doubted by its scholarly citizens, questioned by a standing army of consultants and challenged by increasingly anarchistic consumers who are voting with their pocketbooks. This paper employs Kotler's political metaphor to posit that conceptual amendments are necessary and that the democratic principles of consumer sovereignty might not be the most appropriate constitutional framework for our postmodern marketing times.
the article, furthermore, comprises a veritable marketing bill of rights, made up of four axioms, three typologies, one core concept and no less than 16 carefully enumerated corollaries. It even includes a (then) timely allusion to the revolutionary writings of Reich (1970) , a hero of the late-1960s US counter-culture. All the paper lacks is a``We the`P-eople''' proclamation, though the grandiloquent announcement,``marketing is a relevant subject for all organizations in their relationship with all their publics, not only customers'', comes pretty close. Now, some skeptics, cynics and misanthropes have detected a trace of marketing megalomania in Philip's philippics of the late 1960s/early 1970s. Certainly, there is more than a touch of Kurtz, Kane, Khomeini (and Kennedy) in Kotler's praetorian pronouncement that``the broadening proposal's main aim was not that it went too far but that it did not go far enough''. Close reading of`A generic concept . . .'', however, reveals that the Kotlerite constitution is democratic rather than dictatorial. Indeed, it specifically refers to nine clearly identifiable``publics'' to whom the marketer is ultimately answerable and whose voices must be attended to. In this regard, several potential``objections'' to the generic concept are artfully adumbrated, only to be summarily dismissed by the putative president of the marketing republic. The less than subtle subtext of the oracle's article is that the revolutionary wars of the``broadening'' debate are over; that the doubters, nay-sayers and renegades have been successfully routed, luckily enough; and that marketing is set fair to fulfil its manifest destiny as``a category of human action'' akin to fighting, loving and voting.
In Phil We Trust. One Marketing Under God. E Pluribus APIC.
Second codicil
To be sure, our scholarly constitution has been subject to all sorts of amendments in the 30 years since president Philip's paean to truth, justice and the American marketing way. Each new edition of Kotler's monumental marketing manifesto faithfully records and unfailingly co-opts every alternative, adjustment or aspersion, as its preposterously porcine pagination attests. There is growing evidence, nevertheless, that Pax APICana is falling apart, that the barbarians are at the gate, that the body politic is into its dotage, that geriatric has replaced generic as our adjective du jour. Consonant with contemporary US concerns about dumbing down, imperial over-reach, moral miscegenation and societal disintegration (e.g. Berman, 2000; Washburn and Thornton, 1997) , the modern marketing republic is beset by anarchists, antagonists and analogous activists, all of whom appear determined to destroy the august institutions that our field's founding fathers fought so hard to establish. Hence the journals, newsletters and listservs are full of opinionated pontificators, learned lobbyists, intellectual pressure groups and disenfranchised academicians, who supposedly fear for the future of marketing, ostentatiously announce that the concept is in crisis or, armed with high-falutin Franco-German theory, arrogantly``refute'' decades of firmly established research findings and earnest intellectual endeavour (see Brown 1995 Brown , 1998 . The streets, similarly, are seething with disaffected consumers, who not only object to the exploitative employment practices of megamarketing corporations, such as Nike, Disney and McDonald's, but are cognizant that these organizations claim to be customer orientated and are thus duty bound to respond positively to protesters' demands. Marketing is thus hoist by its own``P-tard'' (Cockburn et al., 2000; Klein, 2000; Lasn, 2000) .
Most disconcertingly perhaps ± since their power politics directly influence the day-to-day activities of business executives ± growing numbers of management consultants are turning against the marketing concept in general and its central precept of customer orientation in particular. Martin (1995) , for example, maintains that companies should``ignore the customer''. Jones (2000) recommends a refusal to pander to consumer demands and cites several top CEOs who feel the same way. Funky gurus Ridderstrale and Nordstrom (2000, p. 158) condemn consumers as``rearview mirrors . . . extremely conservative and boring . . . and don't know their own minds''. Dru (1996, p. 94) concludes that``neither market nor consumer research is capable of determining what a brand should be''. And none other than the revolutionary's revolutionary, Hamel (2000) , dismisses marketing, marketing research and marketing scholarship as time-expired manifestations of the``old industrial order'', a twentieth-century albatross around the necks of twenty-first century trailblazers, pioneers and Argonauts of the Pacific North-West.
Third term
Needless to say, our Cerebral Intelligence Agency has been carefully monitoring these anti-marketing developments and, after exploratory talks with administrators, legislators and law-enforcement officials, it has suggested several conceptual countermeasures. The first of these policy options is disavowal, simply dismissing the criticisms out of hand, whilst refusing to accept that there is a problem with the marketing concept. Marketing, remember, has been beset by existential crises from time immemorial, consumer activism is nothing new and the carping of self-serving management savants is little more than a political ploy to fill the consultancy coffers (Brown, 1995) . A second and rather more significant policy alternative, insofar as its very articulation implies the existence of a problem, is disparagement. The critics, according to this particular posture, are sadly misinformed, not to say abyssally ignorant. They do not understand the true nature of marketing; they are attacking an inaccurate, outdated stereotype of the discipline; and they do not seem to realise that there is more to marketing than customer orientation. The fools! The third rhetorical response, by contrast, is good old-fashioned dissimulation, which seeks to bring the antagonists round by a judicious combination of concession (yes, there is a problem with the concept) and conviction (yes, we are going to do something about it). Increased professionalism, more sophisticated models, better research procedures and, not least, infinite amounts of patience, will ensure that marketing eventually delivers on its admittedly extravagant promises. Trust us. Keep the faith. We really mean it this time. No, really.
Although these rhetorical stratagems are already being employed by marketing's counter-espionage authorities (who must remain nameless), the principal problem with running such policy options up the scholarly flagpole is that no one is saluting anymore. Marketing cannot ignore the mounting criticism, as proponents of disavowal suggest, because it is antithetical to the modern marketing concept, which is based on attending to customer requirements and responding to changes in environmental conditions. Marketing is duty bound to take the concerns of its constituents into account, be they disgruntled academics or anti-capitalist protesters. Anything less is an abdication of marketing's self-imposed responsibilities.
The denigration option is equally dubious, inasmuch as copious empirical studies concur that the central precept of marketing is customer orientation (e.g. Houston, 1986; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Webster, 1988) . Over the years, admittedly, there have been many pretenders to the conceptual throne currently occupied by customer-is-king. But from the Levitt-led insurrection of the 1950s to the contemporary standard bearers of CRM, the customer remains marketing's ultimate governing body. What is more, if the consumers of marketing ± however ignorant or ill-informed ± firmly believe that marketing is essentially customer-orientated, then it follows that marketing must adopt a customer orientation, whether it wants to or not. To suggest otherwise is to forswear marketing's (again) self-imposed fiduciary duty.
The dissimulation option, finally, is a difficult one, because the few-good-men tradition behoves academics to rise about petty party politics. Researchers, remember, are reasonable people, solid citizens, unfailingly open-minded and always prepared to live and let live intellectually in theory at least. In practice, of course, academia is a cesspool of ferocious in-fighting, flagrant filibustering, pork-barrelled promotions, research grant log-rolling, self-aggrandising showboating and dirty deeds done cheap. Be reasonable, be patient, be patriotic, is a blatant rhetorical ploy ± a tear-stained, tub-thumping, stand-to-attention, hand-on-heart, unfurl-the-flag, strike-up-the-band invocation of an entirely imaginary community of scholars ± to ensure that the APIC party and its institutions remain firmly in place, that the gerontocracy of emeritus professors continues to hold sway, that the Kotlerites (the GOP of marketing politics), keep their hands on the levers of disciplinary power.
Fourth protocol
Be that as it may, the main reason why such debating devices will not work anymore is that the ruler of marketing's magnificent realm ± King Kotler of Kellogg ± has undermined his own constitution by admitting he was wrong. Comparatively few of his courtiers, to be sure, are aware that the commanderin-chief has stepped down, since the semi-official parliamentary proceedings, principles of marketing and marketing management, continue to suck up everything and anything, like a bloated hybrid of Hansard and Hoover. Indeed, the head of state himself may not realise that his happy and glorious reign is over, insofar as his approval ratings remain remarkably resilient. The latest business schools ranking by the Wall Street Journal (2001), for example, places Kellogg streets ahead in the marketing polls, largely on account of Kotler's continuing aura and disciplinary divine right. What is more, he was ranked tenth in a recent list of leading management visionaries, alongside Nelson Mandela, Alan Greenspan and Bill Gates (Chung, 2001 ).
Yet for all his ermine-edged eminence, Kotler (2001) has latterly confessed that``conventional marketing thinking'' has had its chips. The old marketing constitution ± the one, remember, that Kotler himself drafted, campaigned for and wrote into the scholarly statute books ± has been dragged and dumped in the desk-top trashcan of history. In fairness to Prince Philip, he attempts to save the intellectual day by acknowledging the need for reform, by insisting that he remains in tune with the brave new world of twenty-first century marketing and, not least, by exhorting his sluggardly subjects to embrace the winds of change, as he has done. But despite the fine words and statesman-like forbearance, the fact of the matter is that the failed model of marketing is Kolter's model of marketing. His scholarly stature, academic authority, legislative longevity and marketing mandate rest on an APIC platform, the platform that he campaigned on, that carried him to office and that allowed him long to reign over us. The generic concept of marketing, in short, has become the geriatric concept of marketing. Home of the brave marketing is in a home for senior scholarly citizens. The King is dead, conceptually if not corporeally. Smithee (1997) was right. None of the foregoing, it must be stressed, should be construed as a criticism of Professor Kotler or an attempt to denigrate his imperishable academic achievements. Thirty-five years after Philip the First's ascension and a full 30 years after his constitutional framework was formally set out, few would deny that Kotler is the Louis XIV of our field. L'e Âtat c'est marketing may be his message and let them eat Ps his daily dietary recommendation, but he has built a veritable Versailles from low-grade construction materials, he has established an intellectual empire on which the sun never sets and the honours he has garnered along the way read like the titles of a particularly imperious premodern potentate. According to the back-board blurb of his latest book,``He was voted the first Leader in Marketing Thought by members of the American Marketing Association and is the recipient of the Paul D. Converse Award, the Steuart Henderson Britt Award, the Distinguished Marketing Educator Award, the Prize for Marketing Excellence, the Charles Coolidge Parlin Marketing Award and the Marketing Educator of the Year Award'' (Kotler, 1999) . The list is endless. And deservedly so.
Fifth column
Nevertheless, when Kotler himself announces that his framework is flawed and that his conceptual constitution needs redrafting, then who are we to argue?
Instead of continuing to defend the indefensible, out of misplaced loyalty to a past president, it might be better to accept the will of the people; it might be better to acknowledge that the modern marketing party has been voted out of office; it might be better to relinquish the reigns of power, at least temporarily; it might be better to concede that marketing's governing body has become bloated and bureaucratic, after 40-plus years of analysis, planning, implementation and control; it might be better to conclude that the APIC administration is over and that marketing needs to retreat, regroup and rethink its basic premises for the difficult century ahead. A new marketing mandate is necessary. A reconstituted marketing cabinet is required. A post-Philip platform is called for. A presidential campaign is impending and the primaries are about to begin.
Certainly, there is no shortage of candidates for the recently vacated post. The conceptual constituencies are chock-a-block with nominees and wannabes, each of whom has a marketing-is-not-working manifesto, programme, protocol or not so hidden agenda. In his aptly named New Marketing Manifesto, for instance, Grant (1999) offers a 12-point plan for brand building in the twentyfirst century and, just in case we do not get the message, the front cover depicts a red flag flying there. Schmitt (1999) maintains, in what can only be described as the Nuremberg Rally school of thought, that deeply meaningful, highly emotional, life-enhancing marketing experiences are the appropriate way forward. A veritable nest of web spinners, such as Godin (2000), Rosen (2000) and Gladwell (2000) insinuate that an insidious, surreptitious, semi-subliminal approach is appropriate in our media-saturated, surveillance-minded society. Jones (2000) , by contrast, confidently contends that all neo-marketing really needs is``big ideas'', though as big ideas go,``big ideas'' is not exactly the biggest idea on the scholarly stump. Roddick (2000) , moreover, offers do-gooding; Hill and Rifkin (2000) recommend radicalism; Hamel (2000) hawks revolutionary chic; Dickinson et al. (2000) believe beauty is best; Lewis and Bridger (2000) espouse authenticity; Jensen (1999) wants to redeem the discipline by redreaming it anew; and Aherne (2000) makes the case for a Celtic warrior caste, committed to overthrowing the current academic incumbents and putting them to the cerebral sword. The concept, pace Yeats, cannot hold. Marketing anarchy is loosed upon the world. Notwithstanding Aherne's egregious call to intellectual arms, the really important point is that protocols are proliferating, that marketing is besieged with putative policy options, that manifold alternative conceptualisations are out on the campaign trail, drumming up support, jockeying for political preferment. Of course, it remains to be seen which, if any, of these agendas will capture the popular vote. What they all seem to share, nonetheless, is a determination to abandon the rational, rigorous, recondite, reductionist marketing science mindset and replace it with insight, instinct, intuition and, above all, imagination.``Imaginization'', according to Morgan (1997) , is the new deal that marketing desperately needs.``Imaginariums'', claims Jones (2000) , are a prerequisite for progressive corporate candidates. Chief imagination officers, says Hamel (2000) , should be placed in charge of every new economy-oriented organisation.``Imagination to power'', posits Brown (2001a) , in his putative retroactive putsch, where the revolutionary spirit of 1968 meets the spectre of Nietzsche marketing management.
Sixth sense
Imagining marketing is all well and good, as Levitt (1986) rightly reminds us, but it is much easier said than done. If we are to re-imagine marketing anew for the twenty-first century; if we are to redraft the marketing constitution for the post-Philip epoch; if we are to elect an alternative administration with a radical intellectual agenda and programme of research priorities, then it requires a modicum of creative thinking, it demands some new answers to old questions, it impels us to interrogate the conceptual premises upon which the marketing commonwealth is constructed. Starting again is not for conservatives or illiberals, admittedly, since the sunk scholarly costs are stupendous and institutional inertia a powerful impediment. But, in an attempt to get the constitutional ball rolling, it may be worthwhile asking three basic questions:
(1) Does marketing need a concept? (2) And, if so, does it have to involve customer orientation? (3) And, if not, does it pertain to every extant domain?
Do we need a concept? As everyone knows, the``modern'' marketing concept emerged in the 1950s, thanks to the pioneering endeavours of Drucker, Levitt, Keith et al., and it has been a staple of marketing scholarship ever since. It is taught in every first principles class. It is explicated in the opening pages of most introductory textbooks. It is earnestly debated in marketing theory seminars, the cataclysmic``broadening'' controversy in particular. And, it is an unerring source of academic entertainment, since hardly a year goes by without another addition to the compendious conceptual literature, positivist and interpretivist alike. The actual content of this literature, to be sure, intimates that marketing does not really have a universally agreed concept, but the sheer wealth of published material suggests that marketers need some kind of conceptual kernel. It gives the field a focus, a sense of itself, something to believe in and, at least in the early days, provided a fairly precise intellectual domain which, if investigated systematically and conscientiously, would guarantee marketing a place in the pantheon of``proper'' social sciences. Set against this, of course, it can be contended that in our anti-science, critical theoried, post-postmodern dispensation, the modern marketing concept is sheer false consciousness, an ideological comfort blanket, a disciplinary legitimising tactic, which was designed to ensure marketing's inclusion in the community of scholars and which has served its academic purpose. These days, surely, it is possible to``do'' perfectly good marketing without subscribing to some ethereal, overarching, ill-defined, pseudo-philosophical``concept''. The field is now well enough established not to need superfluous scholarly support.
While this is probably true to some extent and while it may well characterise much of the day-to-day activities of marketing practitioners, it overlooks the key point that marketing is basically a belief system. It is not a science, nor a technology, nor a process, nor a list of dos and do nots. It is a belief system. No more, no less. One has to believe in marketing otherwise it does not work and it really does work, but only if you believe in it. Indeed, part of the reason for marketing's much-discussed mid-life crisis is the simple fact that no-one really believes in it anymore (Brown, 1995) , albeit the belief that it is a belief system is also open to question (Brown, 2001b) . Be that as it may, marketers need something to believe in ± especially at times of political turmoil, when the field seems to be fragmenting into incompatible factions ± and the marketing concept is that fundamental something. It may not be rational, or scientific, or defensible, or especially edifying, yet it is vitally necessary for all that.
Must the concept involve customers?
Although marketing probably needs some kind of core concept, it does not necessarily follow that this core concept should involve customer orientation. In fact, the history of our field reveals that all sorts of alternatives to customer orientation have been posited at one time or another. Exchange, transactions, transvections, satisfaction, relationships and many more have had their moment in the sun (Brown, 1995) . Inventive though these alternatives are, it is important to stress that they are not so much replacements as modifications. That is to say, they qualify the basic precept of customer orientation by intimating, in effect, that customer satisfaction should be pursued provided it is profitable, or feasible, or financially beneficial, or competitively appropriate to do so. The customer is still the point of departure and the ultimate court of appeal. Something called``the customer'' is still slap bang in the middle of most`w hat is marketing?'' diagrams in most mainstream textbooks, and consumers remain the sine qua non of the specialism. Marketing presupposes some kind of customer-first posture, even if it has been modified along the way. Abandoning customers completely is certainly conceivable and many organisational benefits may well flow from doing so (because consumers are notoriously conservative and pandering to their``needs'' leads to me-too rather than breakthrough products). But, does what remains after the abjuration of customer orientation still count as marketing? Many would maintain that it comprises a reversion to sales-or production-orientation.
Clearly, there is a tautological element in all this, since you cannot have one (marketing) without the other (customer orientation). The option of being a noncustomer orientated``marketing'' organisation is precluded on principle, if not in practice. There is, however, another way out of this apparent conceptual bind. As the present paper has sought to show, Kotler's constitution is predicated on democratic principles. It presupposes that commercial organisations are beholden to the will of the consuming public and, although all manner of anti-democratic misdeeds may go on in the name of marketing, they will eventually be exposed and the perpetrators impeached. Given the American antecedents of the modern marketing concept, this life, liberty and the pursuit of customers ethos is hardly surprising. However, marketing does not have to be imagined as a democracy. It can just as easily be construed as an autocracy, an oligarchy or a constitutional monarchy of some kind, whereby the consuming public plays a part in the decision-making process but is by no means the be all and end all. Such an envisioning, indeed, is arguably closer to the real world of practising managers, where all sorts of powerful pressure groups influence marketplace``policies'' (production, R&D, channel members) and where the vox populi is routinely ignored or differently attended to (loyalty card holders, key accounts, heavy-half users). All consumers, in effect, are equal but some are more equal than others. Now, marketing may not be a de facto democracy, but de jure it undoubtedly is. Abandoning the notion of universal customer suffrage ± one shopper one vote, as it were ± is anathema to marketing's sense of itself, because the voice of the consumer-voter is ideologically unassailable. Anything less than true blue, dyed-in-the-wool democracy is regarded, albeit at an unconscious intellectual level, as anti-American, anti-constitutional, anti-business and downright antithetical to the modern marketing mindset. As we have seen, however, there is a growing consensus in the academic think-tank that the democratic model of marketing is bereft and that constitutional amendments are urgently required. A dictatorship of the imagination is impending; a confederation of creatives is called for; an ingenuity-led insurrection is imminent. According to the scholarly spin doctors at least.
What should it apply to?
If, for the moment, we work on the assumption that marketing-type activities must be imaginative in order to qualify as marketing``proper'', then the obvious corollary is that unimaginative activities automatically fail to make the marketing cut. They no longer count as``marketing'' and, as such, the domain of the discipline is significantly narrowed. Not in a``horizontal'' sense, admittedly, since it is perfectly possible to be imaginative in every extant sphere of marketing activity ± pricing, distribution, services, societal, etc. ± but in a``vertical'' sense. Non-imaginative marketing-type activities, whether they be routine stock replenishment issues or me-too advertising campaigns, are effectively banished from the kingdom of marketing. Their citizenship has been revoked. The marketing immigration service will root out the unworthy and, from this day forth, only the imaginative will be enfranchised.
In other words, the barrier between marketing and non-marketing is no longer situated at the for-profit/not-for-profit border post, as it was in Kotler and Levy's day, but at the imaginative/unimaginative interface. Many readers, to be sure, might balk at the prospect, because it implies that Kotler's open-door policy, his marketing melting pot, his bring-me-your-huddled-masses mindset will be replaced with an unattractive imagined community threatened by undesirable aliens, illegal immigrants and intellectual boatpeople. But, it is arguable that an Ellis Island ethos has always been operational, as the perennial trappings-versus-substance debate testifies. Indeed, Prince Philip himself prefigured this two-tier system of marketing citizenship when he famously stated that``The choice . . . is not whether to market or not to market, for no organization can avoid marketing. The choice is whether to do it well or poorly'' (Kotler and Levy, 1969, p. 15) .
In addition to truncating marketing's domain, the inauguration of imagination raises an important definitional issue. Namely, what exactly is meant by imagination? The etymology of the term reveals that although it is currently regarded as``a good thing'', imagination was once considered a very dangerous quality, an attribute to be feared rather than celebrated (Brown and Patterson, 2000) . Are there different forms of types of imagination, which are pertinent in some marketing situations but not in others? Analogously, how imaginative does something have to be before it is blessed with the honorific designation``marketing''? Is 50 percent sufficient or is there some kind of sliding scale, which fluctuates amongst the various sub-domains and across components of the marketing mix, depending on their inherent imaginative capacity (advertisments need 75 percent to qualify, whereas prices can make it at 20 percent, while services strike out at sub-44 percent)? Such definitionalcum-operational matters are all too familiar to marketing academicians. They hark back to the controversies that have long plagued the field, controversies that have produced 100-plus definitions of marketing, 30-odd definitions of relationships and dozens of separate definitions of the marketing concept itself.
Seventh heaven
Set against this, it can be contended that these definitional debates are not problems or shortcomings, something to be avoided at all costs. Quite the reverse. Marketing's obsession with universally-agreed definitions, preciselydelimited domains and suchlike is an unfortunate legacy of the``logical'' mindset that has dominated the field since Converse's scientific revolution (Brown, 1996) . If, however, a literary or humanistic stance is taken, then re-interpreting the raw marketing material is the essence of what we do. Just as there is no definitive interpretation of Hamlet, or Moby Dick, or Sunflowers, or The Waste Land or whatever, so too marketing and its component parts are infinitely interpretable texts. Ongoing debates over definitions, domains and the nature of the discipline itself are not old hat or intellectually regressive or a waste of time and effort. On the contrary, they are a sign of health, vitality, accomplishment and, yes, imagination.
Imagino-centric marketing, admittedly, is only one possible alternative to the current customer-centric ethic. There are many others. Elsewhere, I have argued for a retromarketing concept, an olde-tyme marketing concept, a geriatric marketing concept, if you will, based upon the pre-modern marketing precepts of P.T. Barnum (Brown, 2001b) . It is summarised by the acronym TEASE. I will not explain what it is, because I believe in practising what I preach. Suffice it to say that my geriatric concept involves tantalising, titillating, tormenting and torturing the consumer. It necessitates the development of marketease, expertease, exportease, productease, advertease, segmentease, targetease, technotease, retrotease . . . TEASE too is just one possibility among many. It is no better or worse than all the others that are circulating in the post-Kotler ether. Who can say which, if any, of these will take control of the new marketing kingdom. Maybe, akin to much reviled``modern'' architecture, the modern marketing concept will come back into fashion and Kotler will be preserved, Lenin-like, in a suitably cryogenic state. Perhaps a genetic marketing concept, as opposed to generic or geriatric, will emerge from the white-coated laboratories of marketing science and spread swiftly through the susceptible scholarly population. Maybe, in multiple universes fashion, there are millions upon millions of marketing concepts out there, one for each country, each company, each campaign, each competitive context, each separate decision-making situation. Perhaps the twenty-first century will be characterised, not by a single universally applicable marketing concept, as President Philip would have it, but by innumerable individually applicable marketing concepts. Concepts, in sum, that are of the``P-eople'', by the``P-eople'', for the``P-eople'' and shall not perish from the earth.
Vote early. Vote often. Vote retro. You know it makes sense.
